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November 19, 1999

Present: Doug Hurley, Chair, Representative Ruth Fisher, Tomio Moriguchi, Connie Niva,
Senator Dino Ross, Randy Scott, Don Briscoe (Investment Strategies Committee)

Absent: Peter Bennett, Greg Devereux, Bob Dilger, Pat Notter, Ken Smith, Judie Stanton

Othersin Attendance: David Allen (Trangportation Choices Codlition), Kim Becklund (City of
Bdlevue), Mary McCumber (Puget Sound Regiond Council), Chris Mudgett (County Road
Adminigration Board), Charlie Shell (City of Sesttle), Jm Satz (Association of Washington Cities),
Chris Rose (Washington State Trangportation Commission), Dan Snow (Washington State Trangit
Association), Gretchen White (Washington State Department of Trangportation), Jackie White

The Chair caled the meeting to order at 9:15 am. The Committee gpproved the summary of the
October 14th meeting as drafted.

The Chair noted that Doug Beighle, Co-chair of the Blue Ribbon Commission, recently met with the
Governor, who expressed the conviction that the work of the Commission is needed more than ever
snce the passage of Initiative 695. The Chair outlined the Committee work plan between now and
May 2000, when a package of policy options will go to the full Commission for consideration.

After public outreach, the Commission will deliver its recommendations in December 2000, before
the 2001 L egidative session begins.

Committee Review of Preliminary Options

The Committee reviewed the list of preliminary options collected from the discussion papers and
committee meetings in the four categories project delivery efficiencies, operations and maintenance
efficiencies, permitting, and governance. Peatricia Boies, Committee saff, waked through alist of
options under each of these categories, adding that keeping the status quo was always an option.



Project Delivery Efficiencies

Project ddivery efficienciesfdl into two types. streamlining project ddlivery, and aternative project
ddivery. The principles underlying streamlining project ddivery are improved project management,
enhanced team planning, and work schedule acceleration. Options to achieve these principles
indude:
beginning envirormentd review earlier in the process;
using amore efficient design process — assembling a new team focused specificdly on one
project, and streamlining design review, with high levels of coordination and dimination of
redundant reviews,
induding utility work as part of the congtruction contract; providing greater flexibility as part of
the congtruction contract, so that the contractor can bid any aternatives without going through
an approva process, and
running severa phases of projects concurrently.

The option generating the most discussion was running severa phases of a project concurrently.
Exactly how that could be done was questioned. The DuPont Interchange project was unusua in
that the project was completely funded by Weyerhaeuser. Fiscd certainty for the life of the project
existed, not usudly the case in the two-year funding cycle for trangportetion projects. Thefinancid
risk that Weyerhaeuser was willing to take in funding the project dlowed WSDOT to dter its
standard design process for managing publicly funded projects and to run environmental and design
processes concurrently, giving WSDOT flexibility in dlocating resources.

In the private sector, the benefit of taking risksis the associated reward when the risks prove
successful. The benefits were worth the risk to Weyerhaeuser because of the tine savings. Private
companies know that even if mistakes happen, thiswill cost less overdl than would using a longer
process without mistakes. Public agencies are held back by the fear of criticism and potentid lega
ligdbilities that might occur if mistakes are made or processes repested.

Would it be productive for the legidature to state, “WSDOT ought to takerisk?” Unlessthe
Committee can say how that can be accomplished, such adirective would not be particularly
helpful. Personnd isdso abarrier to running severa phases of aproject concurrently, aswel asto
assembling anew team focused specificaly on one project. The digtrict administrators have to
choose which projectsto do. First priority will go to the project at the top of thelist. If the
transportation agencies had complete funding for projects, more could be done concurrently
because dl the financing would be available. The * peanut butter” approach is not efficient, acting as
abarrier to efficient batching of projects.



Prepurchasing of specidized equipment is often necessary on large projects, wastewater treatment
plants, for example, could not be done without prepurchasing. On asmdler scde, for example,
Sesttle can buy signd equipment early; the Transportation Improvement Board lets them do some
pre-purchasng. The gability of utility rate funds versus ingahility of two-year funds, affordsthe
ability to do prepurchasing.

Turning to dternative project delivery (APD), the principles are to accelerate the projects and
supplement public investments. Options, described in detall in the discussion paper caled Project
Deivery Efficdendes, indude:
using desgn-build and other forms of APD, such as design-build-operate, in transportation
projects at dl levels and for dl jurisdictions; and
using public-private initiatives (PP1), to provide trangportation improvements using private
sector financing and expertise.

Legidative unwillingness to extending APD tools was seen as due not only to reluctance to give up
control, but also to alack of understanding of the design-build concept. Educeation will be sgnificant
to any effort to extend design-build, and the Committee must include education in its
recommendations.

WSDOT and other jurisdictions with expertise could asss in the education effort. The
authorization to share resources between governmentd entities should be provided. Sharing of
resources between jurisdictionsis hindered currently. The congraint againgt signd ingpection,
described below, is oneillugtration of such hindrance.

Asfor further use of public-private initiatives, and whether the origind breadth of the PPl legidation
should be restored, the sense was thet the timing was not right, given the politicd dimate. People
are epecialy reluctant to have to pay for using existing roads or bridges, even if they are improved.
If aquicker, newer piece of pavement were involved, the public would be less opposed.

Operations and Maintenance Efficiencies Options

The principles underlying operations and maintenance efficiencies are cost savings, credtivity in

adminigtration, operation and maintenance; and improved understanding of cogts of operations,
including enhanced management and financid accounting systems that provide a better view of

project higtories through al phases, from design through condtruction. Ogptions include:

workplace reengineering — forming project teams, god- setting, and encouraging employees,
especidly those on the front line, to generate ideas for reforms and innovative approaches;
managed competition for highway maintenance services — private sector bids sought for some
mai ntenance activities, and compared to abid from the public saff currently performing the
service,



better analysis and reporting of operation and maintenance costs at state, county and city levels
by refining BARS codes and guidelines on their use;

incentives and technica assgtance to cities to implement pavement management systems and to
use life cycle cost gpproaches to roadway maintenance and preservation; and

data-gathering that alows comparisons to benchmarks.

Most of the Committee discussion dedt with how to understand, report, and assess the
performance of trangportation agencies. Thereisa public lack of confidence that government
spends wisaly on transgportation operations and maintenance. The Chair expressed the view that we
should shinethe light so that we are able to describe what and how well government isdoing. There
was some discussion of the validity of comparing cities with each other, particularly when different
jurisdictions follow different accounting procedures, as opposed to their doing a self-evauation.
Thereisalot of new performance measure work going on, and the Commission’s Benchmarks
Committee is sarting to look at the issue of benchmarks and appropriate comparisons, but just
what are good measures and ratios is an evolving discussion.  Although government should not
spend too much time and money to prove how wel it is doing, especialy when support services are
on the chopping block in budget tightening, in order to be accountable there must be away to go
behind the numbers and understand the costs. The December Administration Committee meeting
will take alook at adminigtration/overhead costs and congtruction cogisin this Sate.

Two new efficiency issues were raised as options under operations and maintenance efficiencies.
WSDOT, cities, and the counties have been concerned about the Department of Labor and
Industries position thet if they perform eectrical maintenance for other jurisdictions, including traffic
sgnd inspections, they are in violation of statute because none of those governmentd entities have
contractors' licenses. L&I hasthreatened to fine WSDOT if its employees so much as change a
light bulb on right- of-way that is not state-owned. This has led to project delays that increase the
cogts of not only the jurisdictions involved but also the contractors thet must wait for L&I to
schedule ther inspections. A hill is being drafted to dlow cities, counties, and WSDOT to inddl,
maintain, and inspect traffic Sgna systems on their own and each other’ srights of way.

Another bill is being sought by Grant County to enable it to help its smdl cities with maintenance of
their sreets. Only two of the 14 citiesin Grant County have more than 5,000 people. Currently
dtate law alows counties to spend money on city streets only for cities of less than 1,000 people.
Grant County isinterested in having that figure raised, to better assst itssmdl cities. Because cities
and counties are cregtures of the ate, their powers are up to the Legidature. Often laws restricting
the powers of cities and counties are enacted because of aparticular bad incident that happened in
one juridiction; the tendency isto legidate for the minority bad cases, making everybody ese
auffer. Yet why should a county have to go to the sate legidature and |obby a bill when it wants to
act on asensible desire to do something efficiently? The Legidature itself can be abarrier to
efficency, commented committee members; jurisdictions should have as many options a thelr
disposd as possible.



The Committee agreed that thisis a good time for the Legidature to pass such efficiency-related
non-revenue bills. Other possible efficiencies we will hear more about include the merger of public
worksin Kelso and Longview.

Permit Reform

The Committee turned next to reform of the permitting system, with the am of reducing permitting
cogs and time, while protecting the environment. Options include:

better integration of planning and NEPA/SEPA environmenta impact statement (EIS) process,
early engagement of stakeholdersto aid in reaching solid decisons that will stick;

better coordination for environmenta mitigation acrossjurisdictions, including watershed-based
planning and mitigation using GIS maps;

using pilot projectsto test and promote potentia reforms,

funding gaff in resource agenciesto review permit applications;

amplifying notice requirements, reducing the different public notice requirements with different
procedures,

creeting permitting centers that include key staff to improve permit coordination;

establishing standards for timely environmenta review and permitting; differentid andards
could be st for projects of different scales, but in no case taking longer than two years, for
example and

establishing interagency agreements early in the decison-making process at the federd, State,
and locd levd, that (a) identify the level of engineering detail required for various components of
aproject and (b) set deadlines for each review.

Thefirgt few of these are under way in some measure at WSDOT, as was described by Jerry Albin
his presentation to the Committee.

On the option of permitting centers, Kim Becklund of the City of Bellevue reported that the
APWA'’s Transportation Comm views these as a viable way to improve the current Situation.
Office gpace for the locaized permit center could house representatives from federd, Sate, and
loca agenciesto act as liaisons and coordinate responses and requirements — akind of one-stop
shopping for permits. Thiswould alow “triage” for gpplicants to understand which permits are
needed, how long the review will take, who are the key contact staff members, what the critica
paths are, and who has find authority to decide and issue permits. The center could aso have
“certified agency satus,” empowering it to be the finad say for environmenta concerns. Although
start-up costs would be involved in establishing permit centers, the greater certainty, reduced time
and cogt, coordinated solutions and consensus could lead to savings overdl. There might be one
permit center per county.

Adeguatetraining is crucid. Mogt training is done on the job, as opposed to in ingtitutions of higher



education, and permit rules can be mind-boggling. So part of project ddivery training should be
permit training. But WSDOT and Department of Ecology revenues have been shrinking, and
providing sufficient staffing for these and other agenciesis tougher than ever.

Mary McCumber spoke about the idea with the Growth Management Act to alow more planning
upfront, more programmatic and subarea master planning rather than project level decisonmaking.
Chris Mudgett of CRAB said that at South Everett in Snohomish County, some programmetic
environmentd review was done before projects came in, athough whether this was done for
infrastructure as wdl as housing or buildings was unclesr.

The U.S. Army Corps of engineers was criticized as tending to come into the permitting process at
alate date, without having participated in earlier discussons, and raising elther new dternatives or
those that had been resolved earlier. The Corps 404 wetlands permit cannot be obtained until
everything e se has been done. The Corps, who are posted here and not part of the community,
treet al States as though they have low environmenta standards, athough Washington's
environmenta review processis far better than many dtates, such asldaho. Trying to involve the
EPA and the Corps earlier in planning is difficult, however.

Kim Becklund aso pointed to the I-405 study underway, which processed the needs statement and
the environmental screening levels fagter than ever before. The Chair cautioned that because thisis
one of three state demonstration projects, it may not serve as amodd with broad gpplicability.

Governance

The Committee turned next to governanceissues. The primary principle under governanceis
improved accountability for planning, construction, maintenance, and funding of transportation
system. Under discussion were both regiond and statewide options.

Regiond optionsinclude, in gppropriate areas of the State, designating or cresting aregiond entity
with respongbility for planning, funding, and implementing transportation projects. Issuesin
considering aregiond entity would be its boundaries, whether the governing body should be directly
elected or gppointed, the extent of its reponshility, the funding authority and source, and in what
aress of the state such an entity would be useful.

There was discusson of Sound Trangt, an agency that can plan, fund, and implement transit
projects, and the legidative decison to make it a federated body with an 18-member board
composed of dected city and county officials. The advantage of such afederated modd is that the
locd officids serving on the board also are responsible for land use and other local decisons. A
directly elected body, such as Portland’s Metro, where the officials serve full-time, is responsible to
the voters who dected them to fill that particular trangportation responsibility. Many active
members of the community, however, are often comfortable with their loca officds, with whom
they work on other issues.



A federated modd could have many forms. The transportation responsibility could go to the
regiona trangportation planning organization or to the counties. I1n the Puget Sound region, for
example, besides King County itself the entity made responsible for trangportation could be the
Puget Sound Regiona Council or the Growth Management Planning Council.

Statewide issues include whether to retain the composition and authority of the Washington
Transportation Commission or to make changes. Changes could include having the Governor
gppoint the Secretary of Trangportation or focusng WTC authority on accountability — making it
responsible for reporting transportation budget and expenditures for al public entities statewide and
tracking trangportation benchmarks.

The Governor gppoints the members of the WTC, who appoint the Secretary of Trangportation, so
the Governor does have say over who should be the Secretary of Transportation. Comments were
meade that it is difficult for the WTC to st priorities when the legidature hasitswish list of detailed
projects, which is not the way other states proceed.

During the public comment period, David Allen, of Transportation Choices Codlition, addressed the
committee. His organization supports a balanced trangportation system that promotes dternatives
to driving done. He digributed a summary of public opinion research finding strong support of
trangt and rail dternatives. He aso pointed to data from a recent report by the Texas
Transportation Ingtitute that attributes congestion not smply to population growth but mostly to an
incressein driving per person.

Next M eeting

The next Committee mesting is scheduled for Friday, December 10, 8:30 am.—12:00 p.m., inthe
Y akima Suite of the Sealac Marriott Hotel.

The meseting was adjourned at 12:05 p.m.



